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DETAILED ACTION 

Any rejections and or objections, made in the previous Office Action, and not repeated 
below, are hereby withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 20-22, 28, 29, 32-36, 38, 40, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Seto et al. European Patent Application EP 825,156 Al. 

Seto et al. teach a turquoise blue and deep green soda-lime-glass that contains a total iron 
content of between 1.2 and 2.2 weight % and 0.001 to 0.03 wt % CoO, 0 to 0.0008 wt % Se, and 
0-0.2 wt % NiO. See abstract of Seto et al. Seto et al. teach a FeO/TFeiOa ratio of the glass as 
being between 10 and 40 weight %. See page 4, lines 9-16. By this limitation Seto et al. would 
have a converted FeO content of between 0.13-0.8 wt%. Seto et al. teach ranges of properties, 
which overlap the optical property limitations of claims 20-22, 28, 29, 32-36, 38, 40, and 41. 
See page 4, line 55 to page 5, line 9, and page 5, lines 32-35. 

Therefore, Seto et al. teach compositional and property ranges, which ranges overlap the 
compositional ranges of claims 20, 28, 29, 32-36, 40, and 41. See abstract, page 3, lines 15-19, 
page 4, lines 44-49, page 4, line 55 to page 5, line 9, and page 5, lines 32-35. Overlapping 
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ranges have been held to establish prima facia obviousness. MPEP 2144.05. Page 6, lines 13-15 
teaches that the Seto et al. compositions are used for automotive windov^s as recited in claims 
40-41. 

Seto et al. fails to teach any examples or compositional ranges that are sufficiently 
specific to anticipate the compositional and optical property limitations of claims 20-22, 28, 29, 
32-36, 38, and 40-42. Seto et al. does not teach the selectivity, TLC5, and TUV4 of the glass as 
recited in claims 20-22, 32, and 38. 

How^ever, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have selected from the overlapping portion of the ranges disclosed by the 
reference because overlapping ranges have been held to establish prima facie obviousness. See 
MPEP 2144.05. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would expect that a glass with overlapping compositional 
ranges would have the properties recited in claims 20-22, 32, and 38 



Claims 39 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Seto et 
al., European Patent Publication EP 825,156 Al in view of Goodman et al, U.S. Patent 
5,087,525. 

As shown above, the composition of Seto et al. renders obvious claims 20-22, 28, 29, 32- 
36, 38, 40, and 41 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

The reference differs from claim 39 and 42 by not specifically teaching a metal oxide 
coating or using the glass as a laminated glazing. 
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Goodman et al. teach coated glasses for vehicles, which consist of a glass substrate, a 
coating of titanium nitride, a coating of a silicon complex and a coating of a metal oxide. See 
column 1, lines 55-62. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have a glass sheet of Seto et al. as suggested by Goodman et al., because the 
laminated glass window would have improved insulating capabilities and lower visible reflection 
See column 2, lines 32-41 of Goodman et al. 

Claims 20-22, 28, 29, 32-36, 38, and 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shelestak et al, U.S. Patent 6,413,893. 

Shelestak et al. disclose a green soda-lime-silica glasses containing iron oxide in a total 
amount of 0.6 to 4 weight %, 0.13 to 0.9 vrt% of FeO, and other colorants such as chromium 
oxide, selenium, titanium oxide, cobalt oxide, and vanadium oxide. See abstract of Shelestak et 
al. and column 18 lines 36-49. 

Shelestak et al. disclose a composition whose ranges overlap the compositional 
limitations of claims 20-36, 38, and 40-42. See abstract, column 18 lines 36-49, and column 18, 
lines 59 -67. Overlapping ranges have been held to establish prima facia obviousness. MPEP 
2144.05. 

Shelestak et al. fail to disclose the property of instant claim 38, The composition of 
Shelestak et al. has overlapping ranges of components with the claimed glass; therefore, one of 
ordinary skill in the art would expect that the glass of Shelestak et al. would have the claimed 
properties. 
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Shelestak et al. differs from the present claims by failing to disclose specific example 
having a TUV transmission of less the 8 %, as recited in claim 20. 

However, the reference teaches that titanium oxide, vanadium oxide or other materials 
listed can be added to reduce the ultra violet transmission of the glass. See column 3, lines 36-39 
and column 18, lines 41-49 and 59-67. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to have increased the vanadium oxide content of the examples of Shelestak 
et al. as suggested by Shelestak et al. because the resultant glass would have a decreased TUV. 

Column 1 8, lines 3 1 -40 teaches that Shelestak et al. compositions are used for vehicle 
glazing with sheet thickness of 1 .8-5 mm. It further teaches that the glass sheets can be used in 
multiple plies and laminated together. This meets the limitations of claims 40-42. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicants' arguments filed 10 December 2002 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Applicants argue that Seto et al., EP 825 156 Al, does not disclose a FeO content but 
rather the FeO content converted to Fe^Oa. The examiner agrees with this argument and has 
recalculated the range of FeO to reflect the conversion method as stated by the Applicant on page 
2 and 3 of the Amendment. See above 35 USC 103(a) rejection over Seto et al. above. 

Applicants argue that the rejection under 35 USC 103(a) as obvious based on Seto et al., 
EP 825 156 Al, in view of Goodman, U.S. 5,087,525 is improper based on the Applicants 
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arguments with respect to Seto et al. The Examiner has addressed the issue pertaining to the FeO 
content and has withdrawn the 35 USC 102(b) anticipation rejection and has rejected claims 20- 
22, 28, 29, 32-36, 38, 40, and 41 as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Seto et al. See above. 
In view of the above, the Examiner maintains the rejection under 35 USC 103(a) as obvious 
based on Seto et al., EP 825 156 Al, in view of Goodman, U.S. 5,087,525. 

The Applicants argue that Shelestak et al., U.S. 6,412,893, is not prior art since the 
Examiner has not demonstrated that the subject matter relied upon in the rejection was from the 
original application, 08/869,221 filed 4 June 1997. The Examiner has included a copy of the 
08/869,221 original application and a marked up copy of the '893 patent showing the 
differences. Added matter and changes are noted in the margins of the '893 patent. The 
Examiner maintains the 35 USC 103(a) rejection over claims 20-22, 28, 29, 32-36, 38, and 40- 
42. No new matter fi-om the '893 patent was relied upon in making this rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi'om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Elizabeth A. Bolden whose telephone number is 703-305-0124. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30am to 6:00 pm with alternating Fridays off 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are imsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mark L. Bell can be reached on 703-308-3823. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-9310 for regular 
communications and 703-872-93 1 1 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308-0661 . 



final action. 
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